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Overcoming barriers in HPV vaccination and screening programs
A R T I C L E I N F O
Keywords:
(max 6) Human papillomavirus
Vaccine
Screening
Barriers
Vaccine conﬁdence
A B S T R A C T
The Human Papillomavirus Prevention and Control Board brought together experts to discuss optimizing HPV
vaccination and screening programs.
Board members reviewed the safety proﬁle of licensed HPV vaccines based on clinical and post-marketing
data, reaching a consensus that current safety data is reassuring.
Successful vaccination programs used well-coordinated communication campaigns, integrating (social) media
to spread awareness. Communication of evidence supporting vaccine eﬀectiveness had beneﬁcial eﬀects on the
perception of the vaccine. However, anti-vaccination campaigns have threatened existing programs in many
countries.
Measurement and monitoring of HPV vaccine conﬁdence over time could help understand the nature and
scale of waning conﬁdence, deﬁne issues and intervene appropriately using context-speciﬁc evidence-based
strategies. Finally, a broad group of stakeholders, such as teachers, health care providers and the media should
also be provided with accurate information and training to help support prevention eﬀorts through enhanced
understanding of the risks and beneﬁts of vaccination.
Similarly, while cervical cancer screening through population-based programs is highly eﬀective, barriers to
screening exist: awareness in countries with population-based screening programs, access for vulnerable po-
pulations, and access and aﬀordability in low- and middle-income countries. Integration of primary and sec-
ondary prevention has the potential to accelerate the decrease in cervical cancer incidence.
1. Introduction
The HPV Prevention and Control Board was created in December 2015 [1] with the aim to share relevant information on HPV with a broad array
of stakeholders, and to implement preventive strategies to reduce the HPV-related disease burden. Here we report the discussion that took place
during the ﬁrst oﬃcial meeting, held on June 27 and 28, 2016, in Antwerp, Belgium.1
The objectives of the meeting were (a) to summarize the available adverse event proﬁle and any reported safety concerns following HPV
vaccination, (b) to summarize cultural, perceptual, infrastructural and ﬁnancial barriers to the implementation of vaccination, (c) to identify factors
that inﬂuence adherence to cervical screening programs, (d) to propose strategies to build public conﬁdence in HPV prevention programs and
address any vaccination and screening hesitancy, and (e) to discuss new approaches to improve HPV prevention and cervical cancer control.
2. Vaccine safety proﬁle
The safety of new products is critical for licensure and successful implementation/uptake. Critical review of clinical trial data is the ﬁrst step in
this process. However, as clinical trials generally involve limited numbers, and participants may have health conditions diﬀerent from those in the
general population, post-marketing surveillance is essential.
While licensure has varied according to country, HPV vaccines have been available since 2006 beginning with the quadrivalent (4vHPV, Gardasil,
Merck), followed by the bivalent (2vHPV, Cervarix, GSK) and the nonavalent (9vHPV, Gardasil9, Merck) vaccines. The clinical trial safety data for
the 4vHPV and 2vHPV vaccines have been reported at length [2–4]. Pain at the injection site was the most frequently reported local adverse event
(AE), and occurred signiﬁcantly more frequently in the intervention group than in the control group. Serious AE were very infrequent, and were not
reported more frequently in the intervention group compared to the control group. Clinical trials investigating the 9vHPV vaccine had lower
numbers of participants, but the results were comparable to those obtained with 4vHPV [5–8]. In nearly 13,500 participants, three non-causally-
related serious AE were noted: one case of tonsillitis, one case of asthma exacerbation, and one case of severe headache; all cases fully recovered.
A Cochrane review [9] assessed mortality after vaccination observed within the follow-up period of the randomized trials using data published in
the peer-reviewed literature. The pooled relative risk of death in the group who received HPV vaccines versus the control group showed no
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signiﬁcant decrease or increase. Relatively more deaths occurred in the HPV vaccine arm than in the control arm in trials that enrolled mid-adult
women (older than 25 years). However, these ﬁndings were explained by the trial investigators and independent audits as a chance occurrence. None
of the deaths were deemed related to vaccination (absence of pattern in death causes, causality considered biologically implausible, unclear temporal
relation).
As millions of doses of the HPV vaccines have been administered globally, post-marketing data are available. Post-marketing surveillance can be
performed in many ways, including spontaneous reporting databases, electronic health records, and record linkage between vaccine and morbidity
registries. Passive surveillance is generally organized at the national level, e.g. the Yellow Card Scheme in the UK, set up in 1964 [10], and the
Vaccine Adverse Event Reporting System (VAERS) in the USA, set up in 1990 [11]. Both the US Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and the
European Network of Centres for Pharmacoepidemiology and Pharmacovigilance (ENCePP) keep registers for post-marketing studies. These registers
contain phase IV studies that vaccine manufacturers are either required, or committed, to perform by the regulatory bodies (e.g. FDA, EMA) as part
of the post-licensure commitment.
The Global Advisory Committee on Vaccine Safety (GACVS) was set up in 1999 to provide the WHO with independent advice on vaccine safety
issues. The role of the GACVS is both to analyze and to interpret reports of adverse eﬀects of vaccines that impact global vaccination programs and
strategies, and to foster the development of improved surveillance systems to detect any adverse eﬀect of vaccines, particularly in low- and middle-
income countries [12,13]. Since licensure of the HPV vaccines, GACVS has investigated a number of events, issues and allegations. This has led to the
adaptation of recommendations, to improve the detection of potential safety issues and avoid or reduce false allegations. GACVS concluded that the
safety proﬁle of the HPV vaccines remained reassuring throughout the reviews, and that the beneﬁt-risk assessment remains favorable. Nevertheless,
continued pharmacovigilance remains important to ensure that concerns can be addressed in a timely way and with the best possible evidence.
Finally GACVS published the statement that allegations of harm from vaccination based on weak evidence can lead to real harm when, as a result,
safe and eﬀective vaccines cease to be used [14].
Adequate assessment of possible vaccine safety concerns requires knowledge of the background rates of a disease and/or condition to determine
whether the observed cases exceed the rates expected in the population in the absence of vaccination [15]. Background rates of selected medical
events, stratiﬁed by age, sex, health status, and geographic location, help strengthen vaccine safety assessment, and provide an evidence-based focus
for discussing the incremental risk of newly introduced vaccines [16]. To explore some of the recent concerns about HPV vaccine safety, a register-
based retrospective cohort study was performed in Finland to assess the age- and sex-speciﬁc incidence rates of Guillain Barré Syndrome (GBS),
Chronic Fatigue Syndrome (CFS), and Postural Orthostatic Tachycardia Syndrome (POTS) in the period 2002–2012 [17]. A signiﬁcant increase in
CFS and POTS was observed within the register-based data prior to introduction of HPV vaccination, indicating the importance of assessing ﬂuc-
tuations over time in speciﬁc conditions that may be due to factors unrelated to vaccination such as increased awareness, changes in diagnostic
criteria and/or recording, or changes in catchment population. Therefore, registry-based disease rates investigated for association with vaccination
should be interpreted with caution, especially for non-speciﬁc diagnostic entities without consensus case deﬁnitions or those that ﬂuctuate over time.
The European Medicines Agency reviewed the evidence surrounding reports of Complex Regional Pain Syndrome (CRPS) and POTS in young women
who were immunized against HPV and concluded that the evidence did not support a causal link between the vaccines and development of CRPS or
POTS [18]. Similar studies were performed looking at demyelinating diseases and autoimmune disorders [19–22]. None of these studies found an
association between HPV vaccination and the conditions under investigation.
3. Country-level HPV vaccination programs
Experiences from a number of countries were discussed; a SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats) analysis of all countries
combined is presented in the following sections.
3.1. HPV vaccination program strengths
Many countries utilized strong evidence-based recommendations prior to the introduction of the HPV vaccine and were able to conduct well-
coordinated immunization and communication campaigns. Those countries that included school-based programs generally had higher coverage.
Nevertheless, some countries, such as Japan and Denmark, experienced high initial uptake using a community-based program. The use of institu-
tional and social media to spread awareness was considered a strength. Evidence supporting vaccine eﬀectiveness against genital warts and cervical
lesions in a timely manner post-vaccine introduction [23–26] had beneﬁcial eﬀects on the community perception of the vaccine. Finally, before
introduction of the HPV vaccine, some commentators suggested that the administration of the vaccine to young girls might lead to increased sexual
promiscuity [27]. Therefore, the observation that promiscuity did not increase after vaccination in Canada, the UK and the US was welcomed
[28–30].
3.2. HPV vaccination program weaknesses
Weaknesses in HPV vaccine programs are frequently due to low initial vaccine uptake, the extended time period between vaccine introduction
and potential impact on clinical endpoints, insuﬃcient data infrastructure to determine population-level vaccine eﬀects as well as to contextualized
perceived vaccine risks, and sub-optimal communication regarding the vaccine. Population-level reductions in HPV-related disease is contingent
upon substantial uptake of the vaccine so that both direct and indirect eﬀects can be realized. Limited risk communication for HPV infection and
related disease, as well as negative perception of HPV vaccine safety can lead to low initial vaccine uptake and sustained coverage. Vaccination
coverage among traditionally hard-to-reach communities, such as (illegal) immigrants and religious groups opposing vaccination, remains a concern.
It is also imperative to document the population-level impact of the HPV vaccine on disease reduction which can be diﬃcult due to the long time
window between vaccine introduction initially in adolescents and the peak ages for which HPV-related pre-cancers are detected. Limited data
infrastructure, such as poor local epidemiological data, the absence of vaccination registries, and the inability to link relevant data, can hinder timely
evidence-based assessments of vaccine eﬀectiveness as well as responses to vaccine scares which has occasionally led to decisions to suspend
vaccination such as in Japan [31] and India [32]. Finally, in some countries the lack of vaccine advocates and the social taboo of sexuality in
adolescent girls have impeded communication related to HPV risk and vaccine awareness.
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3.3. HPV vaccination program opportunities
To strengthen HPV vaccine coverage, programmatic and awareness opportunities exist. Furthermore, advocacy with the media and community
leaders has been developed in many settings, reinforcing awareness around the impact and seriousness of cervical cancer. The increased public
concern about cervical cancer following the death of a celebrity is likely to increase awareness, as has been seen in Denmark, England and Scotland
[33]. The political commitment of the Belgian government towards vaccination as a public health goal was also seen as an opportunity for
strengthening local HPV vaccine programs. Finally, the (slow) transition from traditional, Pap smear-based screening towards high-risk HPV-based
screening oﬀers opportunities to integrate primary and secondary screening (see section 7).
3.4. HPV vaccination program threats
In all countries, the presence of anti-vaccination campaigns, usually well-organized and very active, is seen as the biggest threat to HPV vac-
cination programs, especially as concerns voiced on the Internet or case stories can be seen by the public as evidence against the vaccine. The
perceived association of the vaccine with HIV (and the social stigma attached to this infection) and the idea that vaccination may be used to control
fertility are both speciﬁc threats in India. The lack of response from the government to the anti-vaccination campaigns, as well as an unrestrained
media environment [34] are threats to the HPV vaccination program in Japan. Finally, the lack of a strong provider recommendation to vaccinate
against HPV was seen as a threat in the US.
4. Vaccine conﬁdence
Wavering vaccine conﬁdence is a global phenomenon with deep local roots. The history of public questioning of vaccines is as old as vaccination
itself, but the speed and scope of any global spread of public concern is quickly changing due to the inﬂuence of rapid and wide-reaching com-
munication channels, such as the Internet, television and social media. A growing number of people use the Internet to obtain health information,
including information about vaccines [35]. The reasons for opposing vaccination in the 19th century were essentially the same as today, with vaccine
safety as the major issue, although the current global environment suggests a greater level of public distrust and right-to-know mentality. Other
relevant groups opposing vaccination are those who oppose based on religion, or those who oppose because they think vaccination is ‘unnatural’. The
latter group can be engaged in a value-based campaign, although this may polarize attitudes towards vaccination [36].
The most commonly mentioned concern about vaccination in Europe was linked to the perceived safety and risks of vaccines. Those concerns are
typically speciﬁc to the vaccine but could include perceived minor side eﬀects such as the belief that inﬂuenza vaccination can cause ﬂu-like
symptoms, as well as perceived serious side eﬀects such as fears of infertility following HPV vaccination. Other important factors related to low
vaccine acceptance were a perceived: low likelihood of contracting the disease, low disease severity, concerns about vaccine safety, low conﬁdence
in vaccine eﬃcacy, lack of information about the vaccine and/or the disease, lack of need for vaccination, and lack of evidence or testing of vaccines
[37].
A systematic review showed a variety of factors as being associated with vaccine uptake [38]: socio-economic status, with both high and low
income able to act as barrier or promoter of vaccination; level of education, similarly, both higher and lower education can serve as barrier or
promoter; media coverage, in which case the content of the story determines whether it is a barrier or a promoter; costs of vaccine/being vaccinated,
generally acting as a barrier; social/peer pressure, encouragement from others, or the feeling that immunization is a social norm acted as a promoter;
beliefs, attitude and motivation around health issues, with greater health knowledge acting as promoter; knowledge/awareness of the need of
vaccines, especially awareness of a vaccine-preventable disease acted as a promoter [38]. However, these factors did not allow for a complete
classiﬁcation and conﬁrmation of their independent and relative strength of inﬂuence. It was concluded that determinants of vaccine hesitancy are
complex and context-speciﬁc - varying across time, place and vaccines [38]. Determinants of HPV vaccine conﬁdence diﬀer from those of other
vaccines and need to be addressed as such. Finally, determinants of HPV vaccine conﬁdence also diﬀer between cultures. For example, the fear
around promiscuity was not prominent in Australia; in surveys prior to program implementation, very few parents mentioned concerns about
promiscuity [39].
Conﬁdence in HPV vaccine should be measured to understand the nature and scale of any reduction in order to detect and address drops in
vaccine conﬁdence quickly. Conﬁdence in HPV vaccine can be measured by qualitative and epidemiological research, using for instance the SAGE
open-ended questions, or the Parent Attitudes About Childhood Vaccines survey [40]. This type of data, while slow to acquire, can provide deep
insights and predictions of vaccine hesitancy, social phenomena that can help or hinder vaccination campaigns, and long-term contextual factors that
create “fertile ground” for a crisis of conﬁdence. Internet surveys and media tracking can provide fast data; near-real-time estimates of public
perception of vaccines [41], which could help immunization programs tailor more eﬀective and timely strategies to address speciﬁc public concerns.
Global news media monitoring on HPV vaccines is ongoing at the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine and national examples of media
monitoring of vaccines are on the rise.
When dealing with HPV vaccine conﬁdence it is necessary to identify if and where pockets of vaccine hesitancy exist, to monitor public con-
ﬁdence, to develop an understanding of scope/context/root causes of vaccine hesitancy, and to use context-speciﬁc, evidence-based strategies
(including, but not limited to, communication) to address underlying issues. This involves starting communication planning early, allowing for
formative research to anticipate diﬃcult issues, and building cross-sectoral team to integrate all relevant sectors. Finally, developing a plan for those
girls the service does not reach is recommended, as they may be the girls who are at higher risk of developing cervical cancer and would beneﬁt most
from the vaccine. Communication is most likely to eﬀectively reach these girls, and their parents, through channels that they identify with and trust.
An example is provided in Box 1.
Information provided to those targeted for vaccination (or their parents) should explain what the beneﬁts are (e.g. what does the vaccine
prevent), why the vaccine is given at a young age (more robust immune response, need for fewer doses), why the HPV vaccine needs to be delivered
before the start of sexual activity, why multiple doses are necessary, how eﬀective it is, and what are the risks (e.g. the common and less frequent side
eﬀects). This may also be an opportunity to reinforce the importance of cervical cancer screening.
If HPV vaccine delivery is school-based, teachers and administrators will be on the front lines of the program. They may participate in training,
and educate or remind girls about the vaccine. They may also coordinate information with health workers and with parents, for instance through
parent-teacher organizations. As such, they may be a trusted source of information for pupils. Therefore, they should have formal opportunities to
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coordinate with health workers (e.g. joint meetings) and access to materials they can use which both make them comfortable with the program and
help them to engage and mobilize parents and daughters [42].
As GPs (and other health care professionals) are still the most trusted source of medical information [43], and in some countries are the sole HPV
vaccine providers, they should be aware of the evidence available, and able to respond to questions and concerns. As they may have questions
themselves about the HPV vaccine or about the biological links between HPV, the vaccine and cervical cancer they can beneﬁt from training on HPV,
cervical cancer as well as interpersonal communication skills with girls and families [42]. The way GPs and nurses approach patients can determine
acceptance or refusal of the vaccine by the patients. Resistance to vaccination has been shown to be signiﬁcantly lower when there is a presumptive
oﬀer of vaccines directly to patients [44]. However, if patients are resistant to a speciﬁc vaccine, it is important that GPs and nurses engage in
discussions with their patients and listen to their concerns. GPs and nurses need to be appropriately trained to acquire these communication skills,
especially as in most countries GPs and nurses may not be a target for awareness and educational campaigns.
The media play an important role in vaccine conﬁdence. To avoid the type of situation that has occurred in Japan, it is essential to provide the
media with accurate information, so that they are less likely to report misinformation from other sources. Especially in the case of a new vaccination
campaign, such as HPV, it may be worthwhile to organize pre-campaign brieﬁng sessions for journalists. It is also important to have trained media
spokespeople ready, including scientiﬁc experts, who can be available to address concerns or misinformation quickly (although they should also to
be aware of the danger of false balance in the media).
Guidance exists on best practices for communication, especially when providing information to the target population (as summarized in Table 1,
adapted from [42]). Speciﬁc guidance is available for debunking of myths, as presenting the facts is often insuﬃcient [45].
5. Key challenges to improve cervical cancer screening uptake
Country examples of cervical screening programs were presented. By screening, cervical precancerous lesions are detected and can then be
successfully treated before the development of cancer. Population-based programs are more eﬃcient in reducing cervical cancer incidence and
mortality than opportunistic screening. Several countries are switching from cytology- to HPV-based screening.
In the UK, around 25% of women do not attend cervical cancer screening as recommended. Low screening compliance is found among younger
women, those with low socio-economic status, and those from ethnic minorities. Reasons for non-attendance in UK screening programs were many
Box 1
Communication and Education around HPV Vaccination, the Example of Scotland.
In Scotland, a multi-media campaign (including Internet, TV and cinema) was developed and implemented to raise awareness, under-
standing and acceptance of HPV immunization among girls and their parents, healthcare and education professionals. Professional com-
munications included brieﬁng key stakeholders, informing service providers through regular professional letters, and training immunizers
(i.e. nurses providing vaccination in schools). A common strapline for all materials ‘Together we can beat cervical cancer’ and a brand
image based on a schoolgirl talking to her friends were designed. Additional work was done to reach girls who had left school, including
using pink camper-vans to promote awareness. Members included public communications experts, training experts, epidemiologists and
representatives from schools, education, general practice, a national health telephone help-line (NHS24), health boards and other work-
streams. The chair was a senior communications expert from the National Health Service.
Table 1
Guidance for providing information about HPV vaccination to the target population.
Source: Adapted from [45].
• Use every opportunity; don’t only focus on oﬃcial opportunities. For example,
messages can be printed on the back of the girls’ immunization card, the Minister
of Health can talk about HPV vaccine in speeches about maternal and child
health. But it is equally important to use informal ways, e.g. a short message at a
concert by a singer popular with adolescent girls.
• Develop a frequently asked questions (FAQ) reference guide, with all possible
questions, including challenging questions. The WHO plans to provide a basic
FAQ to draw from.
• Use language and materials girls can relate to and have fun with, e.g. colourful
materials with modern designs. In countries where text messaging is common,
there may be opportunities for text-based quizzes and games in collaboration with
mobile phone service providers.
• Set up a telephone hotline; some countries have experience setting up phone
hotlines so that girls, parents and other audiences can call and ask questions. This
can be an eﬀective way for people to have a real conversation with an expert
about HPV vaccine.
• A mix of channels is important, including radio and television, school, health
workers and churches.
• Pay attention to underserved populations, to promote equity.• Use Internet and social media; Facebook or Twitter accounts devoted to
adolescent health, including HPV vaccine. Dedicate a web site to HPV vaccine (or
to the vaccination program in general) where any audience can access evidence-
based information, materials and FAQs. Keep this information up-to-date.
• Use gain-framed messaging, i.e. promoting the beneﬁts of vaccination, rather
than emphasising the consequences of not getting vaccinated. Build on positive
perceptions of vaccines, which may be most eﬀective in promoting vaccination
and minimising stigma.
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and varied [46]. The non-attenders fell into three groups: those who had made an active decision not to take part (who tended to be older), those
who intended to be screened but did not attend (predominantly younger women), and ﬁnally those who were unaware of screening, despite great
communication eﬀorts by the screening programs [46]. In a systematic review of 39 papers from the UK, Australia, Sweden and Korea two broad
themes were identiﬁed: (a) should I go for screening? and (b) screening is a big deal. Practical barriers aﬀected whether women translated screening
intentions into action. The variation in women's understanding and perceptions of cervical screening suggests that interventions tailored to deci-
sional stage may be of value in increasing engagement with the invitation and uptake of screening in those who wish to take part [47]. Finally,
addressing practical issues such as appointment systems and clinic times may have a positive impact on attendance in young women [48].
Vulnerable, hard-to-reach populations generally show low cervical cancer screening uptake and consequently higher risk of cervical cancer and
mortality in many settings. This includes the First Nation population in Canada [49], Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander women in Australia [50],
Maori women in New Zealand [51], Native American or Alaskan Natives [52]. Enhanced outreach to, and compliance in, cervical cancer screening
programs and vaccination among these vulnerable populations is imperative to reduce the disparity in risk of cervical cancer.
Working closely together with the community, HPV self-sampling was tested as an alternative to Pap smear screening in a First Nation population
in Ontario, Canada. A pilot study showed that 87% of women felt that self-sampling was a better option that would lead to increase screening
participation. Self-sample integrity was high (96%). Women whose sample tested positive for high-risk HPV (16.3%) were provided follow-up [53].
In Romania, screening is oﬀered by family doctors, based on Pap smear screening once every 5 years to women aged 25–64 years. The uptake is
currently around 50%. The strategy is to change to HPV primary screening within the 2017–2020 National Cancer Control Plan. However, the
majority of Roma women and other disadvantaged groups of women are rarely screened. Within a current pilot project these women are oﬀered self-
sampling, or Pap smear collection in mobile units. The primary outcome is the screening uptake, measured as the proportion of women having a
screening test within the mobile unit. As a secondary outcome, the HPV prevalence in diﬀerent communities will be investigated, to serve as baseline
in case HPV vaccination is (re)introduced.
6. Broadened scope for prevention of HPV-related cancers
HPV vaccination oﬀers an enormous potential for HPV-associated cancer prevention. For industrialized regions it is estimated that 120,000 new
cases of HPV-related cancer are diagnosed per year [54]. Although the largest burden is in cervical cancer, with 77,000 cases per year, other forms of
cancer make up for a third of all HPV-related cancer cases. Among these, oropharyngeal cancers compose the largest burden (approximately 15,000
cases per year), followed closely by anal cancer (12,000), and vulvar and vaginal cancers (11,000), whereas HPV-associated penile cancer is less
frequent [3200] [54]. As HPV-associated cancers also aﬀect males, some countries have funded vaccination programs for boys, e.g. Australia, Austria
and the USA.
The current target population for vaccination in many countries is females before the start of sexual activity: generally, girls between 11 and 14 years of
age, where eﬃcacy is highest. However, epidemiological modeling of catch-up vaccination of women 22–26 years of age showed that while reaching the
same plateau of protection, this plateau would be reached 5–7 years earlier compared to a vaccination program without catch-up. Secondly, a program
with catch-up is much more resilient to a temporary reduction in vaccination coverage, for instance due to some sort of media crisis [55].
Similarly, a substantial level of protection has been observed in subjects beyond the age of 26. Trials of HPV vaccination in women aged up to 55
years have shown more than 80% protection against cervical precancerous lesions caused by HPV16/18 among pre-vaccination HPV16/18-DNA-
negative women [56,57].
Secondary prevention of cervical cancer, through Pap smear and/or HPV-based screening technology is eﬀective, but can be further optimized
through enhanced coverage of screening programs in many countries. Synergy between primary and secondary prevention is being explored, for
instance by extending routine vaccination programs to women of up to 30 years of age (and to the 45-year in some settings), in combination with at
least one HPV-screening test at age 30 years or older [58]. Preliminary studies are being undertaken in high income countries, but might be an
attractive approach for middle-income countries in Central and Eastern Europe, Latin America, Asia, and Africa, in the presence of political will,
adequate planning, and an aﬀordable price of the vaccines.
7. Additional information
As this manuscript is a reﬂection of the meeting, it is also limited to what was said at the meeting. In this section, to provide the reader with the
opportunity to explore issues relevant to eﬀective HPV vaccination and cervical screening in more detail, we refer to further literature.
7.1. Practical and/or logistical barriers to vaccination
While the role of vaccine conﬁdence and hesitancy as a barrier in vaccination was extensively discussed in the meeting, other factors may also
lead to suboptimal uptake, especially issues of access, or practical and logistical barriers. These barriers can be a more important factor than refusal
or hesitation in some settings, even for publicly-funded vaccines, where cost is less of a barrier [59,60].
Several interventions that could increase vaccine uptake have been reviewed by the US Community Preventive Services Task Force [61], with
home visits and requirements for child care, school and college being recommended, whereas for client-held immunization records, community-wide
education (when used alone), and monetary sanction policies, insuﬃcient evidence is available to be recommended.
Weak provider recommendations for the HPV vaccine, particularly common among HCP in the US: many providers do not seem to recommend
the HPV vaccine as strongly as other age-appropriate vaccines, or present it as an option rather than a recommended vaccine [62,63]. This ﬁnding
led to the development of a Randomized Trial comparing announcement training with conversation training among HCP. The announcement
training showed a signiﬁcantly greater improvement of HPV vaccine uptake, both in girls and boys [64].
7.2. The role of advisory groups and governments in communication
Although not extensively discussed during the meeting, advisory groups and governments can play an important role in communication. As
indicated by the example of Scotland, well-planned, designed and coordinated communication can promote screening and vaccination programs in a
relevant and eﬀective way.
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7.3. The role of self-sampling in screening
At the meeting, the speciﬁc example of the addition of self-sampling to increase screening in Romania was discussed. Ample evidence exists on
the accuracy of self-sampled versus clinician-sampled specimens [65,66], the acceptability of self-sampling to women [67], and the signiﬁcant
impact on participation in randomized trials, when self-sampling kits were sent to women [68]. Using an opt-in approach did not increase parti-
cipation [68].
7.4. HPV genotyping in an HPV-based screening program
While integration of vaccination and screening was discussed during the meeting, the use of partial genotyping in an HPV-based screening
program was not. Partial genotyping to identify the most oncogenic HPV types separately (HPV16/18) can further stratify women positive for these
types into the highest risk group for further investigation. Partial genotyping information can also be used to monitor vaccine impact, and can act as
a ‘early warning system’ to detect changes in prevalence of diﬀerent HPV types, especially once vaccinated women come into the screening cohort.
This approach will be rolled out in Australia [69] and New Zealand [70].
7.5. Interventions to improve screening uptake other than self-sampling
Although not discussed during the meeting, other interventions can be helpful to improve screening, such as the use of invitations and/or
reminders and support and monitoring of the program by a centralized screening registry.
7.6. Addressing weaknesses of the vaccination program
The vaccination program weaknesses were listed in the meeting, but solutions were not speciﬁcally addressed. For instance, the long period
between vaccine introduction and impact on clinical endpoints, necessitates appropriate data infrastructure to determine population-level vaccine
eﬀects and speedy communication of this impact of the vaccine. While this was done in several countries, e.g. Australia and Denmark, this infra-
structure could be improved in many countries. A potential weakness not discussed during the meeting is the length of time over which HPV
vaccination is oﬀered. If the vaccine is oﬀered for a short time window (e.g. at a particular age or in a particular school grade), it may encourage
parents to decide, so their child does not miss the opportunity. On the other hand, some people might miss the opportunity if the time window over
which the vaccine oﬀered is too short.
A further potential weakness is the voluntary nature of vaccination. Some countries have implemented policies which mandate or strongly
encourage vaccination (e.g. school entry mandates in the US; ‘no jab no pay’ and ‘no jab no play’ in Australia). However, the impact of these policies
will be diﬀerent in diﬀerent cultures, and may turn out to be counterproductive in some cultures.
8. Conclusion
As for any other vaccine, before and during the introduction of the HPV vaccines, the safety proﬁle has been closely monitored. Post-marketing
data will remain under scrutiny to detect signals timely and to address concerns objectively. The safety proﬁle of the HPV vaccines remains
reassuring and the beneﬁt-risk balance remains favorable. It is imperative that HPV vaccination programs and cancer prevention programs
proactively provide up-to-date information on beneﬁts and risks of vaccination to ensure that conﬁdence remains high. Communication guidance
related to cervical cancer, screening and vaccination program exist but the success of a national vaccine program requires many coordinated
activities. These have been distilled from the SWOT analysis described above: careful planning including attitudinal work, well in advance of the
start of the program; good communication, with all parties involved, with material that is suitable for each target group, and extra attention for hard-
to-reach populations, as they may be at higher risk; delivery of the vaccine through a school-based system; an action plan to quickly and eﬀectively
handle anti-vaccine media alerts; and appropriate data management and linkage to facilitate early detection of signals, but also show impact of
vaccination.
Similarly, cervical cancer screening through population-based programs is highly eﬀective. Nevertheless, major barriers to screening exist:
awareness in countries with population-based screening programs, access for vulnerable populations, as well as access and aﬀordability in low- and
middle-income countries. While resolving practical issues within existing secondary prevention programs may increase vaccine uptake, a con-
siderable impact is expected from the introduction of self-sampling for HPV screening, as this will ensure convenience and control by the woman,
increased sensitivity, and reduced cost due to less frequent screening intervals. Finally, integration of primary and secondary prevention has the
potential to accelerate the decrease in cervical cancer incidence.
Conﬂict of interest
AV University of Antwerp obtained unrestricted educational grants from GSK, Merck and SPMSD; speakers fees from Merck were paid directly to
an educational fund held by the University of Antwerp.
MA declares no conﬂict of interest
MB received medical writing fees from vaccine-producing pharmaceutical companies, including Merck, SPMSD and GSK.
XB received research funding via his institution from GSK, Merck, Qiagen, Roche, and SPMSD, and reimbursement of travel expenses for
attending symposia, meetings and/or speaking at conferences from GSK, Merck, Qiagen, Roche, and SPMSD.
SDS received institutional grants from Merck and GSK
SH declares no conﬂict of interest
EK has received funding through her institution from Merck to convene a research symposium and from Merck and SPMSD for speaking at
conferences, symposiums, and meetings.
PLL declares no conﬂict of interest
KGP received reimbursement of travelling expenses from Merck
Papillomavirus Research 4 (2017) 45–53
50
JY declares no conﬂict of interest
PVD acts as principal investigator for HPV vaccine trials conducted on behalf of the University of Antwerp, for which the University obtained
research grants from vaccine manufacturers; speakers fees for presentations were paid directly to an educational fund held by the University of
Antwerp.
Funding
The HPV Prevention and Control Board is supported by unrestricted grants from the vaccine industry (GlaxoSmithKline Biologicals, Merck).
SdS receives partial support from AGAUR, Generalitat de Catalunya (2014 SGR 756)
Acknowledgements
We would like to thank all speakers and participants who contributed to the success of the meeting. We are grateful to Lisa Lindsay (P95,
Epidemiology and Pharmacovigilance Consulting and Services) for careful review of the manuscript.
References
[1] M. Stanley, M. Poljak, Prospects for the new HPV prevention and control Board, Papillomavirus Res. 3 (2017) 97.
[2] B. Lu, A. Kumar, X. Castellsague, A.R. Giuliano, Eﬃcacy and safety of prophylactic vaccines against cervical HPV infection and diseases among women: a systematic review &meta-
analysis, BMC Infect. Dis. 11 (2011) 13.
[3] L. Rambout, L. Hopkins, B. Hutton, D. Fergusson, Prophylactic vaccination against human papillomavirus infection and disease in women: a systematic review of randomized
controlled trials, CMAJ: Can. Med. Assoc. J. = J. De. l′Assoc. Med. Can. 177 (5) (2007) 469–479.
[4] T. Agorastos, K. Chatzigeorgiou, J.M. Brotherton, S.M. Garland, Safety of human papillomavirus (HPV) vaccines: a review of the international experience so far, Vaccine 27 (52)
(2009) 7270–7281.
[5] X. Castellsague, A.R. Giuliano, S. Goldstone, A. Guevara, O. Mogensen, J.M. Palefsky, et al., Immunogenicity and safety of the 9-valent HPV vaccine in men, Vaccine 33 (48) (2015)
6892–6901.
[6] S.M. Garland, T.H. Cheung, S. McNeill, L.K. Petersen, J. Romaguera, J. Vazquez-Narvaez, et al., Safety and immunogenicity of a 9-valent HPV vaccine in females 12-26 years of age
who previously received the quadrivalent HPV vaccine, Vaccine 33 (48) (2015) 6855–6864.
[7] P. Van Damme, S.E. Olsson, S. Block, X. Castellsague, G.E. Gray, T. Herrera, et al., Immunogenicity and Safety of a 9-Valent HPV Vaccine, Pediatrics 136 (1) (2015) e28–e39.
[8] T. Vesikari, N. Brodszki, P. van Damme, J. Diez-Domingo, G. Icardi, L.K. Petersen, et al., A randomized, double-blind, phase III study of the immunogenicity and safety of a 9-valent
human papillomavirus L1 Virus-Like Particle Vaccine (V503) versus Gardasil (R) in 9-15-Year-Old Girls, Pediatr. Infect. Dis. J. 34 (9) (2015) 992–998.
[9] M. Arbyn, tA. Bryan, P. Martin-Hirsch, L. Xu, C. Simoens, L. Markowitz, Prophylactic vaccination against human papillomaviruses to prevent cervical cancer and its precursors,
Cochrane Database Syst. Rev. (12) (2013).
[10] A.J. Avery, C. Anderson, C.M. Bond, H. Fortnum, A. Giﬀord, P.C. Hannaford, et al., Evaluation of patient reporting of adverse drug reactions to the UK 'yellow card scheme':
literature review, descriptive and qualitative analyses, and questionnaire surveys, Health Technol. Assess. (Winch. Engl.) 15 (20) (2011) 1–234 (iii-iv).
[11] R.T. Chen, S.C. Rastogi, J.R. Mullen, S.W. Hayes, S.L. Cochi, J.A. Donlon, et al., The Vaccine Adverse Event Reporting System (VAERS), Vaccine 12 (6) (1994) 542–550.
[12] Global Advisory Committee on Vaccine Safety. Global safety of vaccines: strengthening systems for monitoring, management and the role of GACVS, Expert Review of Vaccines, 8
(6), 2009, 705–716.
[13] E.J. Asturias, M. Wharton, R. Pless, N.E. MacDonald, R.T. Chen, N. Andrews, et al., Contributions and challenges for worldwide vaccine safety: the Global Advisory Committee on
vaccine safety at 15 years, Vaccine 34 (29) (2016) 3342–3349.
[14] Global Advisory Committee on Vaccine Safety. Statement on the Continued Safety of HPV Vaccination, 2014.
[15] S. Black, J. Eskola, C.A. Siegrist, N. Halsey, N. Macdonald, B. Law, et al., Importance of background rates of disease in assessment of vaccine safety during mass immunisation with
pandemic H1N1 inﬂuenza vaccines, Lancet 374 (9707) (2009) 2115–2122.
[16] C.A. Siegrist, E.M. Lewis, J. Eskola, S.J. Evans, S.B. Black, Human papilloma virus immunization in adolescent and young adults: a cohort study to illustrate what events might be
mistaken for adverse reactions, Pediatr. Infect. Dis. J. 26 (11) (2007) 979–984.
[17] J. Skufca, J. Ollgren, E. Ruokokosk, O. Lyytikainen, H. Nohynek, Exploring Incidence Rates of Guilliain Barré, Chronic Fatigue and Postural Orthostatic Tachycardia Syndrome to
Understand Safety Proﬁle of HPV Vaccination among Adolescent Girls, ESPID, Brighton, 2016.
[18] European Medicines Agency. HPV Vaccines: EMA Conﬁrms Evidence Does Not Support That They Cause CRPS or POTS, Report No.: EMA/788882/2015, EMA, London, UK, 2015.
[19] C. Chao, N.P. Klein, C.M. Velicer, L.S. Sy, J.M. Slezak, H. Takhar, et al., Surveillance of autoimmune conditions following routine use of quadrivalent human papillomavirus vaccine,
J. Intern. Med. 271 (2) (2012) 193–203.
[20] L. Arnheim-Dahlstrom, B. Pasternak, H. Svanstrom, P. Sparen, A. Hviid, Autoimmune, neurological, and venous thromboembolic adverse events after immunisation of adolescent
girls with quadrivalent human papillomavirus vaccine in Denmark and Sweden: cohort study, Br. Med. J. 347 (2013) f5906.
[21] N.M. Scheller, H. Svanstrom, B. Pasternak, L. Arnheim-Dahlstrom, K. Sundstrom, K. Fink, et al., Quadrivalent HPV vaccination and risk of multiple sclerosis and other demyelinating
diseases of the central nervous system, J. Am. Med. Assoc. 313 (1) (2015) 54–61.
[22] L. Grimaldi-Bensouda, D. Guillemot, B. Godeau, J. Benichou, C. Lebrun-Frenay, C. Papeix, et al., Autoimmune disorders and quadrivalent human papillomavirus vaccination of
young female subjects, J. Intern. Med. 275 (4) (2014) 398–408.
[23] C.K. Fairley, J.S. Hocking, L.C. Gurrin, M.Y. Chen, B. Donovan, C.S. Bradshaw, Rapid decline in presentations of genital warts after the implementation of a national quadrivalent
human papillomavirus vaccination programme for young women, Sex. Transm. Infect. 85 (7) (2009) 499–502.
[24] J.M. Brotherton, M. Fridman, C.L. May, G. Chappell, A.M. Saville, D.M. Gertig, Early eﬀect of the HPV vaccination programme on cervical abnormalities in Victoria, Australia: an
ecological study, Lancet 377 (9783) (2011) 2085–2092.
[25] L. Baandrup, M. Blomberg, C. Dehlendorﬀ, C. Sand, K.K. Andersen, S.K. Kjaer, Signiﬁcant decrease in the incidence of genital warts in young Danish women after implementation of
a national human papillomavirus vaccination program, Sex. Transm. Dis. 40 (2) (2013) 130–135.
[26] B. Baldur-Felskov, C. Dehlendorﬀ, C. Munk, S.K. Kjaer, Early impact of human papillomavirus vaccination on cervical neoplasia–nationwide follow-up of young Danish women, J.
Natl. Cancer Inst. 106 (3) (2014) djt460.
[27] B.J. Monk, D.J. Wiley, Will widespread human papillomavirus prophylactic vaccination change sexual practices of adolescent and young adult women in America? Obstet. Gynecol.
108 (2) (2006) 420–424.
[28] R.A. Bednarczyk, R. Davis, K. Ault, W. Orenstein, S.B. Omer, Sexual activity-related outcomes after human papillomavirus vaccination of 11- to 12-year-olds, Pediatrics 130 (5)
(2012) 798–805.
[29] A.S. Forster, L.A. Marlow, J. Stephenson, J. Wardle, J. Waller, Human papillomavirus vaccination and sexual behaviour: cross-sectional and longitudinal surveys conducted in
England, Vaccine 30 (33) (2012) 4939–4944.
[30] L.M. Smith, J.S. Kaufman, E.C. Strumpf, L.E. Levesque, Eﬀect of human papillomavirus (HPV) vaccination on clinical indicators of sexual behaviour among adolescent girls: the
Ontario grade 8 HPV vaccine cohort study, CMAJ: Can. Med. Assoc. J. = J. De. l′Assoc. Med. Can. 187 (2) (2015) E74–E81.
[31] S.J. Hanley, E. Yoshioka, Y. Ito, R. Kishi, HPV vaccination crisis in Japan, Lancet 385 (9987) (2015) 2571.
[32] H.J. Larson, P. Brocard, G. Garnett, The India HPV-vaccine suspension, Lancet 376 (9741) (2010) 572–573.
[33] L.A. Marlow, A. Sangha, J. Patnick, J. Waller, The Jade Goody eﬀect: whose cervical screening decisions were inﬂuenced by her story? J. Med. Screen. 19 (4) (2012) 184–188.
[34] K. Tsuda, K. Yamamoto, C. Leppold, T. Tanimoto, E. Kusumi, T. Komatsu, et al., Trends of media coverage on human papillomavirus vaccination in Japanese newspapers, Clin.
Infect. Dis.: Oﬀ. Publ. Infect. Dis. Soc. Am. (2016).
[35] C. Betsch, K. Sachse, Dr. Jekyll or Mr. Hyde? (How) the Internet inﬂuences vaccination decisions: recent evidence and tentative guidelines for online vaccine communication,
Vaccine 30 (25) (2012) 3723–3726.
[36] K. Attwell, M.I. Freeman, Immunise: an evaluation of a values-based campaign to change attitudes and beliefs, Vaccine 33 (46) (2015) 6235–6240.
Papillomavirus Research 4 (2017) 45–53
51
[37] E. Karaﬁllakis, L. Larson, Analysis of Public Concerns and Perceptions Related to Beneﬁts and Risks of Vaccines, 2015.
[38] H.J. Larson, C. Jarrett, E. Eckersberger, D.M. Smith, P. Paterson, Understanding vaccine hesitancy around vaccines and vaccination from a global perspective: a systematic review of
published literature, 2007–2012, Vaccine 32 (19) (2014) 2150–2159.
[39] H. Marshall, P. Ryan, D. Roberton, P. Baghurst, A cross-sectional survey to assess community attitudes to introduction of Human papillomavirus vaccine, Aust. N.Z. J. Public Health
31 (3) (2007) 235–242.
[40] D.J. Opel, J.A. Taylor, C. Zhou, S. Catz, M. Myaing, R. Mangione-Smith, The relationship between parent attitudes about childhood vaccines survey scores and future child
immunization status: a validation study, J. Am. Med. Assoc. Pediatr. 167 (11) (2013) 1065–1071.
[41] H.J. Larson, D.M. Smith, P. Paterson, M. Cumming, E. Eckersberger, C.C. Freifeld, et al., Measuring vaccine conﬁdence: analysis of data obtained by a media surveillance system
used to analyse public concerns about vaccines, Lancet Infect. Dis. 13 (7) (2013) 606–613.
[42] World Health Organization. HPV vaccine communication. Special Considerations for a Unique Vaccine, Geneva, Switzerland Available from: 〈http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/
10665/94549/1/WHO_IVB_13.12_eng.pdf〉.
[43] F. Bouder, D. Way, R. Lofstedt, D. Evensen, Transparency in Europe: a quantitative study, Risk Anal.: Oﬀ. Publ. Soc. Risk Anal. 35 (7) (2015) 1210–1229.
[44] D.J. Opel, J. Heritage, J.A. Taylor, R. Mangione-Smith, H.S. Salas, V. Devere, et al., The architecture of provider-parent vaccine discussions at health supervision visits, Pediatrics
132 (6) (2013) 1037–1046.
[45] S. Lewandowsky, U.K. Ecker, C.M. Seifert, N. Schwarz, J. Cook, Misinformation and its correction: continued inﬂuence and successful debiasing, Psychol. Sci. Public Interest.: J. Am.
Psychol. Soc. 13 (3) (2012) 106–131.
[46] J. Waller, M. Jackowska, L. Marlow, J. Wardle, Exploring age diﬀerences in reasons for nonattendance for cervical screening: a qualitative study, BJOG: Int. J. Obstet. Gynaecol. 119
(1) (2012) 26–32.
[47] A.J. Chorley, L.A. Marlow, A.S. Forster, J.B. Haddrell, J. Waller, Experiences of cervical screening and barriers to participation in the context of an organised programme: a
systematic review and thematic synthesis, Psycho-Oncology 26 (2) (2017) 161–172.
[48] T. Everett, A. Bryant, M.F. Griﬃn, P.P. Martin-Hirsch, C.A. Forbes, R.G. Jepson, Interventions targeted at women to encourage the uptake of cervical screening, Cochrane Database
Syst. Rev. (5) (2011) Cd002834.
[49] E.D. Nishri, A.J. Sheppard, D.R. Withrow, L.D. Marrett, Cancer survival among ﬁrst Nations people of Ontario, Canada (1968–2007), Int. J. Cancer 136 (3) (2015) 639–645.
[50] Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. Cervical Screening in Australia 2013–2014, AIHW, Canberra. Available from: 〈http://www.aihw.gov.au/publication-detail/?Id=
60129554885〉.
[51] National Screening Unit. It is Imperative That Women in New Zealand Know They Can Trust the Cervical Screening Programme, NSU Available from: 〈https://www.nsu.govt.nz/
health-professionals/national-cervical-screening-programme/independent-monitoring-reports〉, 2017.
[52] G.D. Shannon, O.H. Franco, J. Powles, Y. Leng, N. Pashayan, Cervical cancer in Indigenous women: The case of Australia Maturitas, 70, 2011, 234–245.
[53] B. Wood, A.N. Burchell, N. Escott, J. Little, M. Maar, G. Ogilvie, et al., Using community engagement to inform and implement a community-randomized controlled trial in the
anishinaabek cervical cancer screening study, Front. Oncol. 4 (2014) 27.
[54] D. Forman, C. de Martel, C.J. Lacey, I. Soerjomataram, J. Lortet-Tieulent, L. Bruni, et al., Global burden of human papillomavirus and related diseases, Vaccine 30 (Suppl 5) (2012)
F12–F23.
[55] K.M. Elfstrom, F. Lazzarato, S. Franceschi, J. Dillner, I. Baussano, Human papillomavirus vaccination of boys and extended catch-up vaccination: eﬀects on the resilience of
programs, J. Infect. Dis. 213 (2) (2016) 199–205.
[56] S.R. Skinner, A. Szarewski, B. Romanowski, S.M. Garland, E. Lazcano-Ponce, J. Salmeron, et al., Eﬃcacy, safety, and immunogenicity of the human papillomavirus 16/18 AS04-
adjuvanted vaccine in women older than 25 years: 4-year interim follow-up of the phase 3, double-blind, randomised controlled VIVIANE study, Lancet 384 (9961) (2014)
2213–2227.
[57] X. Castellsague, N. Munoz, P. Pitisuttithum, D. Ferris, J. Monsonego, K. Ault, et al., End-of-study safety, immunogenicity, and eﬃcacy of quadrivalent HPV (types 6, 11, 16, 18)
recombinant vaccine in adult women 24-45 years of age, Br. J. Cancer 105 (1) (2011) 28–37.
[58] F.X. Bosch, C. Robles, M. Diaz, M. Arbyn, I. Baussano, C. Clavel, et al., HPV-FASTER: broadening the scope for prevention of HPV-related cancer, Nat. Rev. Clin. Oncol. 13 (2) (2016)
119–132.
[59] J. Leask, M. Danchin, Imposing penalties for vaccine rejection requires strong scrutiny, J. Paediatr. Child Health 53 (5) (2017) 439–444.
[60] F.H. Beard, B.P. Hull, J. Leask, A. Dey, P.B. McIntyre, Trends and patterns in vaccination objection, Australia, 2002–2013, Med. J. Aust. 204 (7) (2016) 275.
[61] The Community Guide. Task Force Findings. Available from: 〈https://www.thecommunityguide.org/topic/vaccination〉, 2017.
[62] M.B. Gilkey, T.L. Malo, P.D. Shah, M.E. Hall, N.T. Brewer, Quality of physician communication about human papillomavirus vaccine: ﬁndings from a National Survey, Cancer
Epidemiology, Biomarkers & Prevention: a Publication of the American Association for Cancer Research, cosponsored by the American Society of preventive Oncology, 24, 11, 2015,
1673–1679.
[63] A.L. McRee, M.B. Gilkey, A.F. Dempsey, HPV vaccine hesitancy: ﬁndings from a statewide survey of health care providers, J. Pediatr. Health care: Oﬀ. Publ. Natl. Assoc. Pediatr.
Nurse Assoc. Pract. 28 (6) (2014) 541–549.
[64] N.T. Brewer, M.E. Hall, T.L. Malo, M.B. Gilkey, B. Quinn, C. Lathren, Announcements versus conversations to improve HPV vaccination coverage: a randomized trial, Pediatrics 139
(2017) 1.
[65] P.J. Snijders, V.M. Verhoef, M. Arbyn, G. Ogilvie, S. Minozzi, R. Banzi, et al., High-risk HPV testing on self-sampled versus clinician-collected specimens: a review on the clinical
accuracy and impact on population attendance in cervical cancer screening, Int. J. Cancer 132 (10) (2013) 2223–2236.
[66] M. Arbyn, F. Verdoodt, P.J. Snijders, V.M. Verhoef, E. Suonio, L. Dillner, et al., Accuracy of human papillomavirus testing on self-collected versus clinician-collected samples: a
meta-analysis, Lancet Oncol. 15 (2) (2014) 172–183.
[67] E.J. Nelson, B.R. Maynard, T. Loux, J. Fatla, R. Gordon, L.D. Arnold, The acceptability of self-sampled screening for HPV DNA: a systematic review and meta-analysis, Sex. Transm.
Infect. 93 (1) (2017) 56–61.
[68] F. Verdoodt, M. Jentschke, P. Hillemanns, C.S. Racey, P.J. Snijders, M. Arbyn, Reaching women who do not participate in the regular cervical cancer screening programme by
oﬀering self-sampling kits: a systematic review and meta-analysis of randomised trials, Eur. J. Cancer 51 (2015), pp. 2375–2385 (Oxford, England: 1990).
[69] A.M. Saville, Cervical cancer prevention in Australia: planning for the future, Cancer Cytopathol. 124 (4) (2016) 235–240.
[70] J.B. Lew, K. Simms, M. Smith, H. Lewis, H. Neal, K. Canfell, Eﬀectiveness modelling and economic evaluation of primary HPV screening for cervical cancer prevention in New
Zealand, PloS One 11 (5) (2016) e0151619.
Alex Vorsters,⁎, Pierre Van Damme
Centre for Evaluation of Vaccination, Vaccine and Infectious Diseases Institute, University of Antwerp, Antwerp, Belgium
Marc Arbyn
Unit of Cancer Epidemiology, Belgian Cancer Centre, Scientiﬁc Institute of Public Health, Brussels, Belgium
Marc Baay
P95, Epidemiology and Pharmacovigilance Consulting and Services, Leuven, Belgium
Xavier Bosch
Cancer Research Epidemiology Program, Catalan Institute of Oncology, IDIBELL, Barcelona, Spain
Silvia de Sanjosé,
Cancer Research Epidemiology Program, Catalan Institute of Oncology, IDIBELL, Barcelona, Spain
CIBER Epidemiologia y Salud Pública, Barcelona, Spain
Sharon Hanley
Department of Women's Health Medicine, Hokkaido University Graduate School of Medicine, Kita Ku, Sapporo, Japan
Emilie Karaﬁllakis
Papillomavirus Research 4 (2017) 45–53
52
Vaccine Conﬁdence Project, London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine, London, UK
Pier Luigi Lopalco
Department of Translational Research and New Technologies in Medicine and Surgery, University of Pisa, Italy
Kevin G. Pollock
Health Protection Scotland, Glasgow, Scotland, UK
Joanne Yarwood
Immunisation, Hepatitis & Blood Safety Department, Public Health England, London, UK
E-mail address: alex.vorsters@uantwerpen.be
Papillomavirus Research 4 (2017) 45–53
53
